REMARKS 

Applicant has received and reviewed the Official Action mailed by the Office on 
October 22, 2008 (the "Office Action"). Applicant graciously appreciates the Office's 
attention to the instant application and submits this paper as a fully-responsive reply to the 
Office Action. Applicant requests favorable consideration of this response and pending 
claims 1-11, 13-35, 37-62, 64-83, 85-95. Claims 1, 27- 40, 41, 47, 50, 64-69, 70-90, 91, 
and 94 are amended. Claims 12, 36, 63, and 84 are canceled. No new matter has been 
introduced. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. S 101 

Claims 27-40 and 70-90 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 27-40 were amended to 
recite "computer-readable tangible medium" instead of "computer-readable medium." 
Claim 40 was amended to recite "computer-readable tangible medium" instead of 
"computer accessible medium." 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 1-4, 6-28, 30-52, 54-93 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Barile, U.S. Patent Application 2002/0093531 ("Barile"). Applicant 
respectfully traverses this rejection. However, in the interest of advancing prosecution of 



this matter, and without conceding the propriety of the stated rejection, the Applicant has 
amended certain claims to clarify additional features. 



Claim 1 

Claiml, as amended, recites: 

A method, comprising: 

receiving an identifier of a first participant of a plurality of 
participants of a multi-party conference; 

receiving a first signal indicating that the first participant is 
providing information to the multi-party conference; and 

displaying a first indication that the first participant is 
providing information to the multi-party conference in response to 
the received first signal, 

wherein the first indication comprises displaying the identifier 
at a top position within a list of identifiers of the plurality of 
participants, the position designated for a participant providing 
information to the multi-party conference. 

Without conceding the propriety of the stated rejections, and only to advance the 
prosecution of the application, Applicant amends claim 1 to include features from claim 
12 to overcome the rejection. For support, please see paragraph [0040] of the 
specification. No new matter has been introduced. 

Barile appears to describe a communications terminal that has a video 
conferencing mode that permits the display to be switched between landscape and portrait 
configurations. (Barile, [0035]). The display terminal is capable of presenting pictures 
of meeting participants side by side. (Barile, Fig. 6). When one of the meeting 
participants is speaking, a highlighted border appears around the picture of the speaking 
participant. (Barile, 0030]). 



The office alleges the use of participant pictures only on a display screen for a 
communications terminal by Barile discloses "the first indication comprises displaying 
the identifier at a top position within a list of identifiers of the plurality of participants, 
the position designated for a participant providing information to the multi-party 
conference." (Office Action, pg. 5). 

Barile fails, at least, to disclose the following feature of claim 1 : 

"displaying the identifier at a position within a list of 
identifiers..., the position designated for a participant providing 
information to the multi-party conference" 

In Fig. 2 of Barile, the display screen shows four participant pictures and 
designates which participant is speaking by highlighting a border around the picture; 
however, the pictures appear to be fixed in position and are not arranged in a manner in 
which an identifier is being "display[ed]... at a top position within a list of identifiers . . . 
[which is] designated for a participant providing information to the multi-party 
conference." The pictures, as displayed in Fig. 2 of Barile, do not appear to be placed 
within a list, nor do the pictures appear to change to a top position based on who is 
speaking. Rather, a border highlight is placed around the picture of the person speaking. 
Thus, Barile fails to describe all the features of claim 1. Accordingly, claim 1 is 
allowable because the cited art does not describe each feature of claim 1 and Applicant 
requests the Examiner to withdraw the rejection of this claim. 

Dependent claims 2-11 and 13-26 ultimately depend from independent claim 1. 
As explained previously, the cited portions of Barile do not disclose all the features of 



claim 1. Thus, the cited art does not disclose all the features of claims 2-1 1 and 13-26. 
Accordingly, claims 2-11 and 13-26 are allowable and Applicant asks the Examiner to 
withdraw the rejections of these claims. 



Claim 27 

Claims 27, as amended, recites: 

A computer-readable medium having computer-executable 
instructions that, upon execution, facilitate a computing device in 
performing operations comprising: 

receiving an identifier of a first participant of a plurality of 
participants of a multi-party conference; 

receiving a first signal indicating that the first participant is 
providing information to the multi-party conference; and 

displaying a first indication that the first participant is 
providing information to the multi-party conference in response to 
the received first signal, 

wherein the first indication comprises displaying the identifier 
at a top position within a list of identifiers of the plurality of 
participants, the position designated for a participant providing 
information to the multi-party conference. 



Claim 27 was rejected on the basis Barile describes a display screen showing four 
participant pictures and designates which participant is speaking by highlighting a border 
around the picture. However, the pictures appear to be fixed in position and are not 
arranged in a manner in which an identifier is being "display[ed] . . . at a top position 
within a list of identifiers . . . [which is] designated for a participant providing information 
to the multi-party conference" as claimed in claim 27. As set forth above with regard to 



claim 1, Barile fails to describe these features. Therefore, Barile fails to anticipate claim 
27, which shares these features. 

Dependent claims 28-35 and 37-40 ultimately depend from independent claim 
27. As explained previously, the cited portions of Barile do not disclose all of the 
features of claim 27. Thus, the cited art does not disclose all the features of claims 28-35 
and 37-40. Accordingly, claims 28-35 and 37-40 are allowable and Applicant asks the 
Examiner to withdraw the rejections of these claims. 



Claim 41 

Claim 41, as amended, recites: 

A system for multi-party conferencing for a plurality of 
participants, the system comprising: 
a user interface (UI); and 

an information source indicator to cause the UI to display an 
identifier corresponding to a participant in response to receiving a 
signal that indicates that the participant is providing information to 
the multi-party conference, wherein the displayed identifier is at a 
top position within a list of identifiers of the plurality of participants, 
the position designated for a participant providing information to the 
multi-party conference. 



Claim 41 was rejected on the basis that Barile describes a display screen showing 
four participant pictures and designates which participant is speaking by highlighting a 
border around the picture. However the pictures appear to be in a fixed position and are 
not arranged in a manner in which an identifier is being "displayed... at a top position 
within a list of identifiers . . . [which is] designated for a participant providing information 



to the multi-party conference." As set forth above regarding similar features claimed in 
claim 1, Barile fails to describe all the features in claim 41. Therefore, Barile fails to 
anticipate claim 41. 

Dependent claims 42-46 ultimately depend from independent claim 41. As 
explained previously, the cited portions of Barile do not disclose all the features of claim 
41. Thus, the cited art does not disclose all the features of claims 42-46. Accordingly, 
claims 42-46 are allowable and Applicant asks the Examiner to withdraw the rejections 
of these claims. 



Claim 47 

Claim 47, as amended, recites: 

A method, comprising: 

via a first participant equipment: 
detecting an acoustic signal; 

determining whether the detected acoustic signal was 
generated by a person speaking by receiving a frame of audio data 
derived from the detected acoustic signal; 

classifying the received frame based on spectral data of the 
received frame, the classifying comprising classifying the received 
frame as one of the plurality of predetermined frame types 
comprising a live-type frame; a phone-type frame; and an unsure- 
type frame, wherein live-type frames represent frames determined to 
be derived from acoustic signals generated by a person speaking, and 
phone-type frames represent frames determined to be derived from 
acoustic signals generated by an audio transducer device; and 

providing a signal indicating to a second participatant 
equipment that the detected acoustic signal was generated by the 
person. 



Without conceding the propriety of the stated rejections, and only to advance the 
prosecution of the application, Applicant amends claim 47 to include two features from 
claim 50 and all the features from claim 63 to overcome the rejection. No new matter has 
been introduced. 

Barile appears to describe a technique used to determine which teleconference 
participant is speaking. (Barile, [0026], [0042]). Barile discloses that each meeting 
participant is received on a separate channel and uses a processor and comparator to 
detect the magnitude differences to determine the active participant. (Barile, [0042]). 
The processing required by Barile may include conversion7decompression of encoded 
digital data into standard periodic amplitude samples, also known as pulse code 
modulation. (Barile, [0042]). 

The Office alleges the converting digital audio signal into periodic amplitude 
samples discloses "classifying the received frame as one of the plurality of predetermined 
frame types comprising a live-type frame; a phone-type frame; and an unsure-type frame, 
wherein live-type frames represent frames determined to be derived from acoustic signals 
generated by a person speaking, and phone-type frames represent frames determined to 
be derived from acoustic signals generated by an audio transducer device," as claimed in 
claim 47. Barile appears to be limited to determining an active participant in a 
conference call and fails to disclose a method or system to determine if the source of the 
audio is coming from a live source or a phone source. An example is described in the 
present specification: "an audio discriminator is used to distinguish between an acoustic 
signal that was generated by a person speaking from an acoustic signal generated in a 



band-limited manner (e.g., the acoustic output signal from a speakerphone)." (Present 
Specification, [0005]). This feature may be used "so that the sourcing signaler residing in 
the participant equipment can automatically detect when its participant is speaking and 
avoid erroneously sending the signal in response to another participant's voice coming 
over a speakerphone." (Id.). Thus, Barile fails to disclose "classifying the received 
frame as one of the plurality of predetermined frame types comprising a live-type frame; 
a phone-type frame; and an unsure-type frame, wherein live-type frames represent frames 
determined to be derived from acoustic signals generated by a person speaking, and 
phone-type frames represent frames determined to be derived from acoustic signals 
generated by an audio transducer device," as claimed in claim 47. Barile therefore fails 
to disclose all the features of claim 47. Accordingly, Applicant requests the Office 
withdraw is rejection and deem claim 47 allowable. 

Dependent claims 48-62 and 63-69 ultimately depend from independent claim 
47. As explained previously, the cited portions of Barile do not disclose all the features 
of claim 47. Thus, the cited art does not disclose all the features of claims 48-62 and 63- 
69. Accordingly, claims 48-62 and 63-69 are allowable and Applicant asks the Examiner 
to withdraw the rejections of these claims. 

Claim 70 

Claim 70, as amended, recites: 



A computer-readable medium having computer-executable 
instructions that, upon execution, facilitate a computing device in 
performing operations comprising: 
detecting an acoustic signal; 

determining whether the detected acoustic signal was 
generated by a person speaking by receiving a frame of audio data 
derived from the detected acoustic signal; 

classifying the received frame based on spectral data of the 
received frame, the classifying comprising classifying the received 
frame as one of the plurality of predetermined frame types 
comprising a live-type frame; a phone-type frame; and an unsure- 
type frame, wherein live-type frames represent frames determined to 
be derived from acoustic signals generated by a person speaking, and 
phone-type frames represent frames determined to be derived from 
acoustic signals generated by an audio transducer device; and 

providing a signal indicating to a second computing device 
that the detected acoustic signal was generated by the person. 



Claim 70 stands rejected on the basis of Barile appearing to describe a technique 
used to determine which teleconference participant is speaking. (Barile, [0026], [0042]). 
Barile discloses that each meeting participant is received on a separate channel and uses a 
processor and comparator to detect the magnitude differences to determine the active 
participant. (Barile, [0042]). The processing required by Barile may include 
conversion/decompression of encoded digital data into standard periodic amplitude 
samples, also known as pulse code modulation. (Barile, [0042]). Barile fails to disclose 
"classifying the received frame as one of the plurality of predetermined frame types 
comprising a live-type frame; a phone-type frame; and an unsure-type frame, wherein 
live-type frames represent frames determined to be derived from acoustic signals 
generated by a person speaking, and phone-type frames represent frames determined to 
be derived from acoustic signals generated by an audio transducer device," as claimed in 



claim 47. As shown in claim 47, Barile fails to disclose each and every feature of claim 
70. Accordingly, Applicant requests the Office withdraw is rejection and deem claim 70 
allowable. 

Dependent claims 71-83 and 84-90 ultimately depend from independent claim 
70. As explained previously, the cited portions of Barile do not disclose all the features 
of claim 70. Thus, the cited art does not disclose all the features of claims 71-83 and 84- 
90. Accordingly, claims 71-83 and 84-90 are allowable and Applicant asks the Examiner 
to withdraw the rejections of these claims. 

Rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claim 9 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Barile, U.S. 
Patent Application 2002/0093531 ("Barile"), in view of Holzrichter (U.S. 6,006,175). 
Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. However, in the interest of advancing 
prosecution of this matter, and without conceding the propriety of the stated rejection, the 
Applicant has amended certain claims to clarify additional features. 

Claim 91 

Claim 91, as amended, recites: 

A system, comprising: 

a first participant equipment including: 

an audio discriminator to determine whether a detected 
acoustic signal was generated by a person in speaking; and 

a sourcing signaler to selectively provide a signal indicating 
to a second participant equipment that the person is speaking in 



response to a determination by the audio discriminator that the 
detected acoustic signal was generated by the person in speaking; 

wherein the audio discriminator comprises a spectrum 
analyzer to obtain spectrum data from a frame of audio data acquired 
from the detected acoustic signal and a frame classifier to determine 
which of a set of frame-types the frame matches, based on the 
spectrum data obtained by the spectrum analyzer. 

Without conceding the propriety of the stated rejections, and only to advance the 
prosecution of the application, Applicant amends claim 91 to include features from claim 
94 to overcome the rejection. No new matter has been introduced. 

The Office alleges that Barile discloses "wherein the audio discriminator 
comprises a spectrum analyzer to obtain spectrum data from a frame of audio data 
acquired from the detected acoustic signal and a frame classifier to determine which of a 
set of frame-types the frame matches, based on the spectrum data obtained by the 
spectrum analyzer." (Office Action, pg. 16). The Office provides no reference in Barile 
that describes an "audio discriminator" comprising "a spectrum analyzer to obtain 
spectrum data from frame of audio" nor "a frame classifier" that uses the data from the 
spectrum analyzer. 

With regard to the Holzrichter, the Office indicates Holzrichter discloses a hidden 
Markov model technique a statistical pattern matching technique; however, the technique 
does not appear to be used on data from a spectrum data analyzer. (Office Action, pg 
16). Thus, Holzrichter does not appear to disclose, teach, or suggest a "spectrum 
analyzer to obtain spectrum data from a frame of audio data acquired from the detected 
acoustic signal and a frame classifier to determine which of a set of frame-types the 



frame matches, based on the spectrum data obtained by the spectrum analyzer,"as 
claimed in claim 91. 

Accordingly, Barile and Holzricther, either alone or in combination, fail to 
disclose, teach, or suggest all the features of claim 91. Applicant respectfully submits the 
Office withdraw the rejection from claim 91 and deem it allowable. 

Dependent claims 92-95 depend from independent claim 91 and are allowable 
based on their dependency as well as for the additional features they recite. The cited art 
does not disclose all the features of claims 92-95. Accordingly, claims 92-95 are 
allowable and Applicant asks the Examiner to withdraw the rejections of these claims. 



Conclusion 

For at least the foregoing reasons, claims 1-11, 13-35, 37-40, 47-62, 64-83, 85-95 
are in condition for allowance. Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejections and the issuance of a notice of allowance. 

If any issue remains unresolved that would prevent allowance of this case, 
Applicant requests that the Examiner contact the undersigned attorney to resolve 
the issue . 

Respectfully submitted, 



Lee & Hayes, PLLC 
Representatives for Applicant 

/Christopher W. Lattin/ Dated: December 30. 2008 

Christopher W. Lattm (.. I su-p -i ■ < I ves com, x263) 

Registration No. 56,064 

Customer No. 22801 

Telephone: (509) 324-9256 

Facsimile: (509) 323-8979 

www.leehayes.com 



